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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 02 June 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive, except in the case of claim 7 and related claims. An analysis of the arguments is 
given below. 

2. The examiner accepts applicant's definition of profile, and the amendment to the 
specification. 

3. Applicant has added several new claims without canceling any claims. These claims 
provide limitations outside of the scope of the original claim set, necessitating in new search and 
consideration. 

4. Applicant argues that Roitblat does not disclose the generation of document scores (Pp. 
16-18). Instead, applicant argues that Roitblat merely teaches "comparing the semantic profile 
generated from the user's query to the semantic profiles generated for the new documents (P. 17, 
lines 3-9), of training a neural network using a reference corpus (P. 17, lines 15-16), and of 
comparing text vectors derived directly from retrieved documents to text vectors generated by 
the neural network (P. 18, lines 5-7)." These phrases alone show the development of document 
scoring in Roitblat, for a couple of reasons. First, the generation and derivation of semantic 
profiles and/or text vectors reads on the determination of a document score indicative of 
document content as defined by the specification. Second, a computer system comparing two 
profiles or text vectors must inherently do so by determining at least one numeric score. And 
third, a computer system performing comparison of two items that leads to any decision process 
inherently requires the determination of a numeric score crossing a numeric threshold. 
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5. As shown before, Roitblat teaches the usage of scoring a reference corpus of documents 
against a profile. "Each input vector is presented to a neural network typically consisting of 
three layers of units. The input layer receives the input text vectors, the output layer produces a 
corresponding output or result vector. . . The hidden units come to encode a summary of the 
relationships among the elements of the input vectors (each element having a weight and a 
potential non-zero score) (col. 5, lines 30-55)." Further scoring is shown in col. 9, line 25 - col. 
10, line 40, where weighting formulas and result vector computation and manipulation is shown. 
For example, "the relevance of the document to the query corresponds to the similarity in their 
semantic profiles, which can be assessed by taking the dot product of the query semantic profile 
and the document semantic profile (col. 9, lines 15-20)." One of ordinary skill in the art knows 
that the dot product of two vectors is a scalar, not vector, solution based upon the magnitudes of 
the vectors and the angle between them. Therefore, this dot product is a number that is used to 
determine relevance - a numeric score. 1 

6. Applicant argues that Kramer does not expressly show exponential decay scoring systems 
(P. 19, 2 nd Para.). Kramer teaches that "updating of attribute vectors (the scoring system of 
Roitblat and Kramer) may be done with any variety of techniques, including exponential decay 
(col. 30, lines 8-10)." While the precise term "scoring" does not appear, the process of attribute 
vector manipulation in both Kramer and Roitblat are both functionally equivalent to the 
definition of scoring drawn in the instant application. 

7. Applicant argues that Zipf s law is not used in Roitblat in conjunction with document 
scoring (P. 20, last paragraph). The examiner notes that, when reading the evidence as a whole, 
it becomes clear that the purpose of Zipf s law is to determine the element numbers of the text 
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vectors that are both a vector score and will later be used via dot products to become a numeric 
score (col. 4, line 55 - col. 5, line 60). 

8. In response to applicant's argument that the Nature Article cannot be bodily incorporated 
into Roitblat, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed 
invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what 
the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the 
art. See In re Keller, 642 R2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

9. The applicant has withdrawn the claim 7 rejection in light of the amendment and 
remarks. 

10. Regarding claims 21-35, the applicant has failed to specify the particular additional 
distinguishing matter, with mapped support to the specification. At any rate, the examiner will 
show the added limitations. 

1 1 . Claim 33 is missing. 

12. For the reasons above, the rejection is maintained. This action is final. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

13. Claims 7, 14, 20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

14. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: the 
examiner agrees upon reconsideration in regards to the allowability of claim 7 as currently 
amended and drawn in the remarks. 
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15. Claim 7 adds that scoring is performed via a power law function of a specific type not 
shown in Roitblat. While such functions may be used in document scoring, the art does not 
teach or suggest using power law functions to determine document scores for the purpose of 
selecting a data stream document from a data stream. Therefore, claim 7 in independent form is 
novel and non-obvious. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

16. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

17. Claims 2, 3, 6, 9, 10, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21-23, 25-29, 32, 34, 35 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Roitblat et al. (6,189,002). 

18. For claims 2, 9, and 15, Roitblat teaches a method and system (abstract) of retrieving 
information from a data source (col. 1, line 1 - col. 2, line 50), comprising: 

a. Receiving an information request (Fig. 4, #401-403) from a communications 
network (col. 6, lines 41-43); 

b. Selecting a data source (col. 5, lines 55-65 and col. 9, lines 50-55); 

c. Selecting a profile (Fig. 4, #405 and col. 6, 45-50 in view of Fig. 1, #102; the 
semantic profile of a query selects the vector profile); 
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d. Analyzing (Fig. 1, #101-103) a reference corpus of documents (col. 3, lines 20- 
65) against said profile (col. 4, lines 5-55) to determine at least one document score 
indicative of content of at least one document of the reference corpus (col. 5, lines 15-30) 
relative to the profile (col. 4, line 55 - col. 5, line 55); 

e. Scoring (Fig. 1, #104-106) at least one data source (stream) document from said 
selected data source (stream) against said profile (col. 5, line 63 - col. 6, line 40) to 
provide a document score indicative of content in said data source document relative to 
the profile (col. 5, lines 55-62); and 

f. Comparing (Fig. 1 , #107-109) said document score from said data source 
document to said at least one document score from said analysis of the reference corpus 
(col. 6, lines 10-30) to retrieve (select) said data source document from said data source 
(col. 6, line 41 - col. 7, line 20); and 

g. Transmitting (Fig. 4, #404-407) said retrieved data source document over said 
communications network (col. 7, lines 18-21). 

19. For claims 3,10, and 16, Roitblat teaches determining a plurality of reference corpus 
document scores corresponding to a plurality of delivery ratios of documents, and selecting said 
data stream document based upon comparing said document score from said data stream 
document to a document score from the analysis of the reference corpus corresponds to a 
specified delivery ration (col. 6, lines 10-30 in view of col. 9, lines 15-20). 

20. For claims 6, 13, 19, 25, 32, Roitblat describes the usage of Zipf s law, which is known 
by one of ordinary skill in the art as related to power law methods (col. 5, lines 8-14). 
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21. As for claims 21, 22, 26-29, 34, 35, the claim 2 etc. discussion shows many of the 
limitations taught by Roitblat. Roitblat further teaches selecting a reference corpus of documents 
(col. 9, line 60 - col. 10, line 40), establishment and association for score thresholds (col. 9, line 
5 - col. 10, line 40), and analysis against a topic (col. 5, lines 15-30), and the structure to do so 
(col. 1, line 1 - col. 4, line 5). Therefore, these claims are also rejected based on the above 
discussions. 

22. For claims 23, 30, Roitblat teaches a plurality of score thresholds, delivery ratios, and 
reference corpus document scores (col. 9, line 5 - col. 10, line 40). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

23. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

24. Claims 4, 5, 11, 12, 17, 18, 24, 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Roitblat as applied to claims 3, 10, 16, 23, 30 above, and further in view of 
Kramer et al. (6,327,574). 

25. For claims 4, 5, 11, 12, 17, 18, 24, 31, Roitblat does not expressly disclose that said 
delivery ratios correspond to score thresholds according to an exponential decay function, but 
does allow for the usage of alternative, well known statistical techniques for the normalization of 
vectors and scoring systems (col. 7, lines 25-27; col. 8, lines 11-16 and 48-55). Kramer teaches a 
method and system (abstract) of comparing documents to topic profiles to determine closeness to 
topic (col 1, line 1 - col. 3, line 60) by utilizing an exponential decay function scoring system 



Application/Control Number: 09/551,014 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2145 

(col. 30, lines 8-10). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have added Kramer techniques in order to increase document updating (col. 3, lines 34-37). 

Conclusion 

1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H. Pollack whose telephone number is (571) 272-3887. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571) 272-3933. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

MHP 

18 August 2006 
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